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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
This Amendment is submitted in response to the Office Action mailed March 24. 2005. 
At that time claims 1-11 were pending in the application. In the Office Action^ the Examiner 
allowed claims 6-11. Furthermore, the! Examiner found claims 4 and 5 to be allowable if 
rewritten in independent forai. However^ claims 1 and 6 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 
second paragraph for indefiniteness. Notably, this is inconsistent with Exanuner's allowance of 
claums 6-11. Consequently, in prepaiingithis Amendment, Applicant assumes that claim 6 has 
been rejected under § 112, and has not been allowed as indicated by the Examiner. Fuithemiore, 
claims 1-2 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b): as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No, 
6,31 1,942 to Rotter et al. (hereinafter '*Rotter"). Claim 3 was rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Rotter in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,932,090 to Johansson (hereinafter 
"Johansson"). 

By this Amendment, claims 1, 3, 5 and 6 have been amended. Claim 4 was cancelled. 
New claims 12-20 have been added. Ne\y claims 12-20 do not contain new matter. Support for 
new claims 12-17 may be found, for example, in the specification, paragraphs 59 to 65 and 
Figures 8 to 14. Support for new claims 18-20 may be found, for example, in the specification, 
paragraphs 67 to 68 and Figure 16. Support for the amendment to claim 6 may be found, for 
example, in the specification, paragraph 55, page 15 and Figure 16. Accordingly, claims 1-3 and 
5-20 are presented for reconsideration by the Examiner, 

REJECTION OF CLAIMS 1 AND 6 UNDER 35 UjS.C. 8 112 

Claims 1 and 6 were rejected under 35 UlS.C. § 112, second paragraph as being 
indefinite. See OflRce action* page 2. As a result of this paper, claim 1 has been amended to 
provide proper antecedent basis for the "outer edge" 'element and remove the allegedly unclear 
term "disposition." Furthermore, as a result of this paper, the element alleged to be indefinite in 
claim 6 has been deleted. Accordingly, the claims are now in compliance with the requirements 
of 35 U.S.C. § 1 12. Withdrawal of this rejection is rcspectfiiUy requested. 
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AiBdt dated June 23, 200S 

Reply to Office Action of March 24, 2005 

I 

RRJECnON OF CT AIMS 1-2 UNDER 35 U. S.C. 6 102(b) 

Qaims 1-2 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Rotter. See 
Office action, page 3. Applicant respectftilly traverses 'this rejection. 

It is well settled that a claim is anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) only if "each and 
eveiy clement as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or inherently described, in a 
single prior art reference." MPEP §2131. citing Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 
814 F.2d 628, 651, 2 USPQ2d 1051. 1053 (Fed. Cirl 1987). 'The identical invention must be 
shown in as complete detail as is contained in the . . . claim," MPEP §2131, citing Richardson v. 
Suzuki Motor Co., 868 F.2d 1226. 1236, 0 USPQ2d lSil3. 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

As a result of this psper, claims li-2 include the element that a C-shaped bracket receives 
an outer edge of ±e planar base member: Such a limitation is not taugjit or disclosed by Rotter 
and as such. Rotter does not anticipate ifhese claims" under §102(b). In the OfBce action, the 
Examiner equated the C-shaped bracket , with the connector (20) of Rotter. See Office action, 
page 3. The Examiner then went on to state that the connector (20> "encompasses" an outer edge 
of the planar base meanber. since "encompass" may be defined to have as an integral part. 
Consequently, Ihe claim has been amended to recite ftiat the C-sh^ed bracket receives an outer 
edge of the planar base member. The coraiector (20) of Rotter does not receive the planar base 
member, but instead receives the cane Shaft (30). No part of the "C-shaped" portion of the 
connector (20) of Rotter is configured to receive theibase, but is configured to receive tiie cane 
shaft (30). Accordingly, Rotter does not teach all thejcldm limitations of claims 1-2, and cannot 
anticipate under § 102(b). Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfijUy requested. 

I 

REJECTION OF CLAIM 3 UNDER 35 U.S.C. 8 li)3f a) 

Claim 3 was rejected under 35 U S.C. §103(a.j) as being unpatentable over Rotter in view 
of Johansson. See Office action, page 4. Exanmier also found claim 4 to be allowable if 
rewritten in independent form. 5ee Office action, p^e 5. Claim 3 was amended to incorporate 
the limitation of allowable claim 4, and claim 4 was cancelled. Accordingly, claim 3 should now 
be allowable. Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfijlJy requested. 
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AnidL dated June 23, 2005 

Reply to Office Action of March 24, 2005 I 
CONCLUSIOrj 

Applicant respectfully asserts that claims 1-3 and 5-20 are patentabJy distinct from the 
cited references, and requests that a timely Notice of Allowance be issued in this case. If there 

are any remaining issues preventing allowance of the pending claims that may be clarified by 

I 

telephone^ the Examiner is requested to call the imdersigned. 



Date: Jime 23. 2005 

STOEL RIVES LLP 
One Utah Center 

201 South Main Street, Suite 1 100 
Salt Lake CSty,UT 84111 
Telephone: (801) S78-6992 
Facsimile: (801) 578-6999 



Respectfully submitted. 




Matthew S. Bethards 
Reg. No. Si, 466 
Attomey for Applicant 
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